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C L Baplomentation of Nallonsh Marifime Security Initiatives [USCG-2003-14792),
Yes Tarithne Secavity [USCG-2003-14733], Vessel Secarity [USCG-2003-14749],
Facitity Securjly JUSCG-2003-14732]; Temporary Interim Rules with Request for
Clontiments and Notice of Meciing (Vederal Register, Tuesday, July 1, 2003, pgs.
IYEAh - 39338,

Fyeor Blv oy Madan

The Cluanber of Shipping of America (CSA) appreciates the opportunity to respond to
iftes VSOG s vemporary futedm roles with request for comments and notice of meeting on
Tniplamentstion of National Maritime Sceurily Initiatives and Arca, Vessel and Facility
Seewnty as published inthe above refereneed document.

The Clhumber of Shipping, of America represents 23 U.S. based companics that own,

opvrgte or chiitter oeoangoing tmkers, container ships, dry bulk carriers, and other

ekt vessels engaged in bofh the domestic and intemational trades and registered
sher balh U8 and forcign flags. Mhe Chamber also represents other cnlitics that
it o comuareial interest in the operalion of these oceangoing vessels.

beenn fnvolyed in the process leading up to the publication of these rules at both
aationad and dowestic Tevels. [ Navember 2001, we supported the US Coast
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CCGhand wdsen oy approached the fnlemational Maritime Organization to develop
amciddments to the Saicty of Life al Sea Convention (SOLLAS) covering maritime
socurily. Inan anprecedeited short period of time, IMO scheduled a meeting for
Fibraary 2002 to hepin work,  Tn advaace of (he meeting CSA met with the USCG to
wlentily appropriale security initiatives and assisted them with our knowledpce of the
fndustey, We attended the IMO meeting as 2 member of the US delegation and also

Cafteaded the following two prepacatory meetings held in May and September 2002, We
also attended the Diplomstic Conletonce hield in December 2002 where amendments (o

CHOLAR were adopred unanimonsly by the international community. These amendments

e the rasnlt of g preal wnount of work and leadership by the Coast Guard.

1

General Comments relative to all temporary inlerim rules

(1) Wo e pleased to note that the temporary interim rulcs published on July I,
2003 s referonced above closely resemble, in large part, the requireiments in the
wdopted SOLAS amendimants and the Tnternational Ship and Port Fucility
Sceavity Code (ISPS). Suel alignment of internationa) and national requircnicnls
is criticnl to the ceeation ol a globally consistent maritime sceurily regime which
adequitely proteets the marine fransportation system without impeding the free
flow of tade woillwide, Furthermore, such international consisteney is very
nnpaitant in assucing that the weakest link in the global maritimace (ransportation
systentmeels an aceepinble Level of protection, CSA also strongly supporls the
postlion of the USCG {lat the US pecopnize valid International Ship Sceurity
Cantilicates as evideace of compliance with and implementation of the relevant
provisiony of SOLAS and the 1SPS Code. In our view, recognition of flag state
sshininistration issuances of the [SSC taken in conjunction with appropriate porl
slate control boardings, will release the USCG from conducting a duplicative
paper ekurcise and pennit foeus on implemenlation ol the SOLAS and 1SPS
Code seanrity requirenients in practice aboard vessels.

() CSA recopnizes the importanee of a global maritime sceurity program and the
ole of the UISCCH in pssuring implementation of such a program in the United
Stades, Dowever, CSA Is_concetned with the safoty mission of the USCG, The
Coast Guard Wlfdls an inportaat and vital role in keeping our waterways sale
sid enviropmentally secure. While these regulations focus on sceurity, we would
like to meemphasize (he point that the safety and environmenlally sound
opoerations of vur industry and the marine transportation system as a wholc
shiould ol be compromised as we expend additional resources on sceurity
missions, I today™s world of limited manpower, we believe the USCG should
consider the use of responsible and knowledgeable personnel mecting (he
expuected eriterin which will latee be included in § 101.500, Procedures for
Aullanielny o Recopuized  Sceurity  Organization (RSO) and  which are
underdevelopment by the International Magitime Organization. CSA has gonc on
terond ol chntinues to support the preeminent role of (he USCG in (he review
and upproval of vessel scourity plans; however, use ol these responsible and
kuowledgeable onditice on a contract basis to support the USCG's maritime
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(1)

securily tission and activities will miligate the exposted munpower drain on
eritical USCOG resourees, provide the highest Jikelihood of success in meeting the
challenging imelines contained in these interim rules, and facilitate the transition
1o formad vecopgnition of RSO’s should the US decide to employ this mechanisin
Jog thes fubare,

The interoperability of the various security plans (national, arca, port, facility and
yessal) is purnmount. Withont a coordinated effort to assure this interoperability,
the production of the various plans will be no more than a paper exercise with
litle real secuily beaefit. As such, we vige the USCG, in revicwing the various
s, 10 onsure adequate provisions within these plans to ensure this coordinated
appeodetilo the implemeniation of the national maritime security systcm,

CSA alse huas conggrns mtative 1o the potential liability of shipowners_and/or
facility, owaers in_twa_specific, maritime security, situations.  Although we
recopntze those jssues are beyond the purview of these rulemakings, we would
wige the USCG o consider these issues and work with industry and Congress to
adeguaicly vesolve ilwse conoerns. The sl concern relates (o the potential
lubility in the situation where a vessel or facility has conformed with the
wiitements of Whese rules and directives publishied relative to MARSEC levels
and i spite ol these effbrts, a wnnritime sceurity incident occurs. We are
eoncenied that the very accurrence ol an incident could result in second-gucssing
and recriminations about protective measures that could have been taken., While
thy industyy s cominilted o mocting all legal requircments of these regulations,
stich cotplinnee cannot absolutely guarantee prevention of a marilime seeurity
iocident. CSA has registered these coneerns in the request for comments on
maritioe seeurity poblishied earlier this year; however, no miention of thesce
coneerng are addressed in the preamble to these interim rules. We would
rospoctfully request clarification on (his issue in the final tule to be published
Later this year,

Likgwiso, CSA s concemed with (hie liability for oil spills resulting from a
auiitinee seeurity incideni. "The Ol Pollution Act of 1990 (OPA 90) stipulates
that an ownee is Hable for an oil $pill regardless of cause, subject to three defenses
cephicitly stiplated in the act — acts ol God, acts of war or acts of a third party
which could not have beea oreseen. Bven if caused by a terrorist act, an owner is
ohligated, wnder the Certilicate of Financial Responsibility repulations, to initiate
the oil spill rusponse plan which catails a large expense. He can then, afler the
fact, begin u procoss to ¢laim his expenditiees from the National Pollution Fund
Cunter, although he must prove hat the terrorist acl was the act of a third party
ihat could not hinve beea foreseen. CSA has mert several times with the USCG on
this sitation aud will have further meetings, We remain fitmly of the opinion
thil o levtorist net s somethung not envisioned by the Congress when OPA 90 was
dudied and thae strier Hability scheme shiould not be used in such circumstances.
Vo bulieva there are administeative procedutes than can addross this concern and
drge the USTCG Lo work with industry in pursing fucther those procedures.




Finally, we wish to record our appreciation to the USCG for their timely

production of tho three Navipation and Vessel Inspection Circulars AZSOzw
)]

addreising port, vesael and facility scenrity which were published in the 4'
quarter 0f 2002, At a Lime when the IMO procecdings were moving forward, the
predaction af these NVICS were eritical in cnabling our Members Lo initiate their
security revicws aud statl the developiment their assessments and sccurily plans.

cady spredific to Ligplemeniation of National Mavitine Sccurity Initiatives

JUSC(G-2003-14792].

() Prvamble, Coogdingtio

With_the SOLAS Requirements (pgs, 39242 — 39243).
A enpected, the preamblis states tat the “Coast Guard considers ISPS Code, part
t, an essentlal elaveat (o ensure Tull and elleelive compliance with the intent of
he MTSA” and furthier states that the “flag administration may also choose to
piovide a dacument or sordorsanent to the ISSC to verify that the sccurity plan
was bascd upon ol complionce with the relevant provisions of the ISPS Code,
part T3, (o assist Coast Guard Port State Control Officers”. TSA strongly urges
e DSCG 1o include appropriate sample text within the body of the vessel
securily regulations which would mect (huse expectations and provide the
pecessary guidance to fng stute adiministrations in producing such documents or
eodoreainents 1o the ISSC, Text similar o that proposed Lo the most recent IMO
Muritine Safuly Commitiee (MSC) meeting, which although not accepted for
incorporation into the 1S5C, may be the appropriate text for vse by flag state
ministration endorsuiments and would be most helpful for foreign flag vessels
calling in U8 perts subject Lo port state control inspections.

ey

(7 Freamble, Di

cussion of Comments_to Maritime Security, Public Meetings (Do,

J2s1). Dasad on commains reecived in reaponse Lo the December 30, 2002
reguest for coinents, e USCG notes their continucd work with all other
foidoral aponeies to ensure logical and unconllicting alipnment of the maritime
securily weguiteients with the other federal agencies and States, Based on
Ancuinented cxpaiience by o number of our Metbers, we would urge the USCG
[ gesnre that sl federal agency  tepresentatives, including those  with
cosponsibilitics for custems and iminigralions, are aware o [ the requirement that
vessel secudity programs, many of which arc aleeady place, require visilors to
(he vessels o produce posilive and verifiable forms of identilication and, in some
sages, o sien ihe visiors' log. Over the past scveral months, our Members have
ehconntered federal apency personnel with customs and iminigration dutics who
have refused to show vessel personncl any photo identification or provide their
yres to ship’s sceurity personael, justead only showing their badges. We
Seliove this o by in condlist with the requirements for access control and visiter
identificstion containgd in ihese interiny rules and would respect(ully request the
ULCG o muke ther federad agency collcapues aware that these praetices are
unageoptahly in thid vessel noncomplinuce with the scewrity regulations is being
foreed by e actions of federal agents. We have also been advised by our
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(6)
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Motiher companios of warning notices [rom various sources concerning the risks
wssociabsd with peczons ailempting to board vesscls in an official capacity using
stolen or commiterleiled wiilorms and credentials. This risk Tuether highlights the
et (o lepitinate povernment  oflicials o provide  positive  verifiable
ilentification cards (with name, agency and photograph) and badges to vessel
sectrity personnel and lo appreciate the need to cooperate wilh vessel personnel
in ensuring the scourity of the marine transportation systei.

Prysint )Ig,m_l)‘i&@l);ﬁ:(,i_(_)n, of Conments to Maritime Security Public Mectings (pe.
2523 Vhe USCO notes that the vessel and facility mterim rules address
eootdination of m;',m'/w' s Lor vessel personnel and visitors to the vessel and
turther states that the vessel and facility operalors are “encouraged™ to coordinate
shore laave for manioers, as wall as procedures for access through the lacility by
vigitous,  OSA appreciates these statements but would respectfully request the
Coast Goard o po fuiiher than “encouraging” such coordination.  Such
coordination as part of the vessel and facility sceority plans which will be subject
o USCG approval should “require” such coordination and plans which fail 1o
adoguntely and reasciable address such provisions should not be approved until
this seenario s adequately addiessed.

F‘tmmhlu Discussion  of _Comments to Maritime  Sccurity Public Mectings
’ : 3 telative to tmnnm~ of secur ity personnel within the marine
lmm]mflaimn synl« m, CSA appreciates (ie elforls in providing training criteria
for vse in Uainiog scourity personnel, CSA also agrees that, at least in the first
iteration, company scllevitification 1s not only desirable but necessary in order
o et the clinllenging deadlines contained in the SOLAS Amendments, I1SPS
Code and the MISA, Lowever, relative to these criteria, CSA vemains strongly
ol the opinion that these various functional requirements are similar to the

raditional function of s¢alacers which have historicolly included the maintaining
ol proper lookouls, coutrolling sceess o/from and on the vessel, sharing of
aperativnal informatioa st wateh changes, communieation with local port and
(seility oflicials and coordination of ship and shore operations.  In reviewing the
training evttecia and some tedining courses which are now being otfered, we have
nuted that some cavision the seafarer going beyond these traditional dutics. CSA
wsaintaing very stionply that while delection of a perceived threat and nolification
of appropriste livw enforcement anthorities is well within the dutics of the crew,
fakine wction peainst that porecived threat is not the duly of the crew. Tor
cxample, while the use ol armaed patrols hired hy the vessel owner arc mandated
by exisling INS rogirements, the owner/operator’s action in complying with a
coveument agency’s instruction does not legally empower these agents of the
ownerfopivator 1o wse the level of force inherent i the actions of law
cpdorecimant officers. As another example, provisions elsewhere in the nterim
ndled sy reauire the vessel and/or facility owner to iniliate offshore patrols
while not legally empowering these patrols to restrict movement on the navigable
watcrways of the US.  Trainiing criteria which enhance a erew’s detection
capabiitiics are desivabler those that suggest performance of (raditional law




enforeenent fupctions qre not only uniccessary but imprudent in the absence of
tegal vrapowermeal of these private entitics consistent with that provided law
chfureement ollicials,

(L0} Lgcamble,. Federalism _(peg. _39277_-39278).  CSA strongly endorses the
foderalism aoalysis contained in the inlerim final rules.  The marine
transportation system is global in nature and it is critical that there is one
visifora, mational standard o which vessels and facilitics must comply.  'The
existing of conllicting or supplementary slale requirements would frustrate the
lee Alow of commeren o, fram and within (he national marine transporlation
system, Such facililation is promoted through the application of a single national
systun which, not coincidentally, corresponds in large part to international
requiTemcndy,

(115101105, Delinitions (pe. 39281). The current definition of “Vessel Sceurity
Ollicer (VSO)” does not tike into account the situation where the Master may, in
fact, be the desiphated VSO, CSA would recommend the addition of text to the
weisting definition (additions shown in italic) as follows: “Vessel Security
ONteer (VE0) means the peszon onboard the vessel, which may be the Master or
otler crew meber which shall be aecountable to the Master, designated by the
Campany as tesponsible for seeurity of the vessel, including implementation and
maintenance of e Vessel Sceuaty Plan, and for liaison with the Facility
sScaily Ofticer aud the vessel's Company Sceurity Officer.” Such revision will
clarify indusiry questionss and USCG responses Lo these questions which confirm
it the vessel’s Mastee may in fagt, be the designated VSO.

(P& g 101300 and _§. 101,405, Preparcdness communications and Maritime Sceurity
Digegtives. e UHCG s responsible for establishing the MARSEC fevel in a
piuticular port aren. The rule nates that they will advise the industry of any
chinges to the lovels by o local Broadeast Notice of Mariners, a Maritime
Seeurily Dircelive, or as detailed iu the area plan. OFf these options, (hie first has
the delect of the USCG not knowing that the change notice has been received.
The wceond has e problein in that the cxistence of a Directive is published in the
Federal Reglster without ay particulars which then requires a company, facility
and/or vessel seeurity ofiicer to go to the COTP and request a copy of the
Dircetive after he proves (hat he has a “need to know” the information. Dyven
assupiing ihat he ean prove (his without any knowledge of the circumstance
strounding the creation of the Direetive, it secoms to be a time consuming
exercise iven that something has given rise to this accelerated concern and that
whatever has justiticd such coneern may well be on a time line that docs not
penit such o progess. CSA belivves the only acceptable process from a timing
stunidpoiat 1s an coailphone/dax list notification process that can be centrally
crvated by tie: USCG office Taving an(hority in a particular jurisdiction. Such a
database would Le vrested from contact personnel information required in vessel
i Faility plans. Suels a dutabase atilizing all existing port community contacts,
neluding aneats and maritine exchainges, would permit the more timely and




weeasyary communication of threat information to the port and vessel community.
CRA olso urges the USCC (o develop nolification systems which assure advance
notico of aren scourity regquirments and information (including MARSEC levels)
to vessely poor 1o wie mrival in port.

(U318, 101,515, Personal idendifiention. Pleage sce comments in paragraph (7) above
and the necd to coswre that all parties, public and private, comply with the
reguirainents  contaed i this scction ncluding  bearer’s full pame and
photograph.  CSA also baligves that compliance with these reguirements are
panmmount i assisting vesscls and facililies to meel the requirements ol §
104,200 and § 105.200, wespectively which require vessels and facilitics to cnsure
tto: cosrdinalion of shore leave for veszel personncl or crew change-out. Sceurity
plas which to not address this issue with appropriate programs should not be

approved.
Clounngy ie to Aves Maritime Scecurvity [USCG-2003-14733).
{14 Gengral, Please see the commants in paragraplt (3) above addressing the need for

interoperability of the various plans required under these interim rules. CSA
strongly belicves st the expeitise assembled by the COTP in the Arca Maritime
Sectrily  Comimittee will be of  valvable  assistance m  ensuring  this
wderope ability muong (e area, facility and vessel plans.

(1335103305, Conposiiton of an_Area Maritime Sceurity (AMS) Commiltee, ‘The
current wording of this section states that AMS members *may” be sclected [rom
seven spegtfic accas ol expartise. CSA strongly belicves that adequate expertise
to mwct the veaponsibilitics of the AMS Commiltee as outlined in § 103.310
magdated yeproscntation on e committee from representatives from all seven of
the Histad areas of exporitse and as such, recommends that the language of this
geetion be changed ftom “inay” 1o “must be selected from?” the scven listed areas
of experdise, Creating such a broad based level of expertise within the AMS
Conunittce is, in owr opinioa, critical to ensuring the necessary level of
interopitability among the varions plans in the marine transportation system as
well as assucing all loeal characteristics of a given area, port, its facilitics and the
veassdy which call in that poit are taken into account during the risk assessment
and plan developruest snd implementation phases.

(16)5103,310, Responsibilitics of the_Arca Maritime _Sceyrity (AMS) Committee,
CSA straugly supporis the use of the AMS Commitiee as a critical link i
developing wiad nplementing adeqoate and timely communications systems
within the area to all poirt stikeholders,




Conmeuds specilic (o Vessel Sceurity JUSCG-2003-14749],

-

(17 Pvemble, Cost Assessment. . While CSA staft docs not have the nccessary
experlize 1o validate or challenge findings 1 the cost assessnient, we do note that
the Preamble containg w cost cstimate of $10 million for international ships
cidbing, 1o LIS ports, which we belicve to be significantly understated. The same
pacameters used to develop the costs for the US flag ships subject to SOLAS
shomld be extrapolated and applicd to the forcign flag ships calling in US ports
adjusted for the (ime these ships gpend in US waters, 'This will provide a more
realisliv cconemic impacts analysis for these vessels in mecting the US
pergpicergerds while 1o US waters,

(18) 5104145, Muriiime seenrity (MARSEC) Directive.  Please see our commients
abave in parageapl (12) which address the need to establish adequate and timely
commuivations systems,  Without such a system which should provide readily
accessible mlfarmation concerning MARSEC levels and provisions of issued
direstives, shipr owners will Hod themselves in the legally impossible position of
complionse with insteuctions to which they have no access.

(1938104225, Susrity. Training for all other vessel personnel. CSA believes that the
cxisting section should be deleted and replaced with texl as follows: “All other
vessel personael, including contractors, whether part-time, [ull-time, temporary,
or pertianent, must have taiaing or equivalent joh expericnce consistont with
reauiroimeids established in the vessel seeurily plan. Such training or equivalent
Juby expericnce may inclade (1) releyvant provisions of the Vessel Sceurity Plan
(VSEPY, (1) the meaning and the consequential requitcents of the different
Maritime Seewrity (MARSEC) Levels, including emergency procedures and
coulingensy plans: (€) recopnilion and delection of dangerous substances and
duvices; (d) recognition of cluvucteristics and behavioral patierns of persons who
are hikely to threaten scewrity; and (¢) techniques used to circumvent sceurity
measures,”  The purpose of this propesal 15 to censure approprinte text which
addresres the myrind of contractor arvangements wilh vessels, ranging [rom a
singla, short duration visit for vepair of o particular piece of equipment to that
secnarto where tiding ciews may board the ship for a period of wecks in
pripuration for shipyurd, Requiring such appropriate documentation within the
vesel seenwily plan will enstre that individuals are provided with sufficient
teiining (or cscori by ship’s crew) without requiring the provision of sccurity
sensitive information o other information that the temporary “visitor” has no
pived o kot providing adequate provisions are made in the VSP e.g. escort
wehife onbonwd,

2Oy 104250, Dl sind _exercise. reguicements.  CSA’s Members support the

proposed diil and eaercise requiroments i ensuring continued implementation
of the veise! seewrity plan and ihe capabilitics of the crew, However, we wish to
ciphagize coitain points ideatified in our analysis of the inlerim rule and request
confiinulion of this sialysis. First, security drills may be integrated with other



non-secotity drills. Socomsl, seeurity diills will generally be initiated by the
Master and/or the vessel m.co_:,:v\ officer and nced not (but may) involve
pasticipation by the company security officer (CS0), except as regards the CSO’s
peneral vesponsibility o cnsure thal the vessel seeurity plan is maintained and
E_E:_:,_::; ik the vessel sceurity activitics are audiled periodically e.g
ciswring diills are held every three months through audit or review of vessel
peeords angl/or reports. Third, while we support the need to drill new
arewmembers within 7 days of cobarkation, we believe the 25% crew change
seditl requircinent should apply only to those crewmembers who have not
participated ina dall within the prior 3 months, providing the drill was conducted
on o vessel with a substantiolly similae plan and responsibilitics. As an oxu:.%_c
a cormpany which operates a ficet of similar class ships that employ mariners
consistently throvehout that flect, should not be m:Eon_. to the 25% erew change
redrill requidiremaents when ambarking ceewmeinbers have been drilled on another
ol its vessels within the previods 3 month peviod.

(20 10 fessgl yeeordkecping requirements. The USCG 1s strongly ueeed to
incorporale :ax:__:;u\ in its poit state control program during the carly
Ny J_A mchttion phases relative to recordkeeping.  As an example of this need for
Rexibility, @ is tuportant to note that it may take a wvessel on cextended
iranocennic voyages o number of nonths to complele ten (10) vesscl/facility
tterfaces which require cxeeation of a Declaralion of Sccurity (DOS), and until
ateh tiime, that vesse) would not have the requisite “last 10 DOSs” onboeard.
While we uxpeet the USCG e have already recogoized this temporary aberration
relative o eady implamentation of the recordkecping requirements, we wish 1o
founally go on record with (his issue to prevent a vessel from being unduly
dotained when its voyaps history laken in conjunction with the 1 July 2004
Liplomentation dute, clealy shows the impossibility of producing the last ten
(10) 1OGs.

(22)5104.240, _ Murciiime.,

by _ (MARSYC)  level  coordination  and

.__w:,_,_t:r_:_ tion. CSA s conceimed about requirenients for vessels al MARSIEC
Lovel 3 which may include use of waterborne security patrols, use of armed
seeority personnel and sereening of the vessel lor the presence of dangerous
sithsranees and devices undeewater. Incach of these instances, we are being held
responsible for perforiing functions that we ¢ither have no authority to perform
gicd/or do ot have the expertise to assoss the competence of those we are being
asked to oversee in pafouning the limetion, Armed patrols arc questionable as
there i no Tederal recopnition “of who may be armed and what their background
aod tratning should be.  Our experlence with armed personnel based on our
invalvement willi requirements from the Tmpigration and Naturalization Service,

ihint the anned porsoniel meet gtate or local requirements, This has led to the
deslpninenl of avmed porsoiing el aboard oil and chemical tankers who had no
knowlodipe or apprecialion of the dangers associated with these types of ships.
We also guestion the anthority ol the anmed guard to use force anid the hability of
thie versel owi/opeidor should thie guard do so. The rule also holds the vessel




OWRWF/OPE ::; responsible for pairolling the water with smatl boats. We do ol
bedieve that we have any authority o resliict movement on the navigable watcrs
of the UIS. _.,,_:,:_.f we aee being held responsible (o have underwaler screening
of the ship's hall, an arca of expertise m which we do not have the ability to
the quilifications of personnel who are Lo search for some type of security
::Ei: volving the underwater hull. In cach of the above circumstances, we
5,:,."5" the federal government should be involved in their lraditional law
cudorcement mode onee  lhrept has been identified as would be the casc at a
desimiated MARSEC Tevel 3.

Corpuends specilic o |

e i [NRIp-Y

“acility Security |JUSCG-2003-147321

X3)E 105,200

PSS

OWNer _of

wpeialor, ..A...EE_IG bilitics). CSA strongly supports the
pravision of subparagaapli (7) of this scetion whicl requires the facility owner or
operdtor o “ensure coordination of shore lIeave for vessel personnel or crew
change-ont, a5 wall 6s wceess through the factlity for visitors to the vessel
(incloding veprespntatives ol scatarers’ welflire and Iabor organizations), with
vessel opevators in advance of a vessel’s arrival™. CSA also suggesis that both
versel and faeility secunity phins should incorporate appropriate provisions within
the plon fo fciliiate the movemont of ship’s crew on and off the vessel while
e :r,; or puiposes of routine shore leave and crew chanpes and further urges
the USCG 0 adopt the position that pluns without such provisions should not be
approved  until acceptable provisions are included tn the plan and fully
impleoatod on vessels aud within facilitics,

(248105 ceprity ‘Droining for all_other facility_personnel,  Please see our
conme E. in pacagraph (19). Similar changes should be madce o the text of this

soction for the samg reasons outhned in that paragraph.

Claamber of Shipping ol America appreciates the opportunity to provide these
f_:.:,sa_:i_.. the dockot and would be pleased to discuss these and any other maritime

Aty relatud issaes upon reqgu

Sincerely,
[ )7
\\ Joseph 1, Co:
President




